activity with a general interest orientation (see for instance Defourny 2001; Defourny and Nyssens 2008b; Thompson 2008) . Hence, as will be detailed below, it is generally agreed that giving the primacy to the social mission requires governance forms that put a limit to the distribution of profits to private shareholders and that incorporate diverse stakeholders in the decision-making processes. In the United States, social enterprise is seen as the typical expression of social entrepreneurship, for which any type of business aiming for social impact is considered, regardless of governance forms and profit distribution rules. Here, the focus is laid more on the figure of the social entrepreneur and on the innovative pursuit of social impact, rather than on the organizational model and the types of stakeholders associated to decision-making.
Within the universe of social enterprise conceptualizations, several authors (e.g. been extended to any type of business relying on commercial incomes to pursue social aims. What matters here is thus that social enterprises rely on market resources, not whether they emerge from the social or from the business sectors, the boundaries between which are seen as increasingly blurring.
The second school of thought, called the 'Social Innovation' school, focuses on innovation rather than on income generation. Authors related to this school suggest that 'social entrepreneurship needs not to be framed in terms of income. It could be more about outcomes, about social change ' (Dees and Battle Anderson 2006, 45) . The attention here is not related to exclusive market income (although a significant part of market incomes is welcomed) but rather to underlining the commitment of enligthened social entrepreneurs and their support by foundations and networks (Nicholls 2010b ).
These two historical visions have been converging over time, as social enterprise and social entrepreneurship conceptions now tend to embrace all the innovative initiatives that seek to create sustainable social change by blending methods from both the business and the social sectors. Hence, most definitions of social entrepreneurship in the include three ingredients: social mission, innovation, and market orientation (Bacq and Janssen 2011; Huybrechts and Nicholls 2012; Nicholls and Cho 2006) . The social component can be defined as 'a context, process and/or set of outputs that might reasonably be considered to be in the public benefit' (Nicholls 2010a, 245) . Innovation, as broadly defined by the Austrian economist Joseph Schumpeter, refers to new combinations of goods, services, production processes and organizational forms. Three types of 'social innovation' can thus be distinguished (Gardner, Acharya and Yach 2007; Nicholls 2010a, 247) : 'in new product and service development (institutional innovation); in the use of existing goods and services in new-more socially productive-ways (incremental innovation); in reframing normative terms of reference to redefine social problems and suggest new solutions (disruptive innovation)'. Finally, market orientation involves a stronger emphasis on competition, performance, rational cost recovery strategies and accountability.
<b> EMES work on social enterprise For nearly two decades, the scholars of the EMES international research network on social enterprise have examined social enterprises in different sectors and countries across Europe and beyond (Defourny 2001; Nyssens 2006) . Social enterprises are defined here as 'not-for-profit private organizations providing goods and services directly related to their explicit aim to benefit the community. They rely on a collective dynamics involving various types of stakeholders in their governing bodies, they place a high value on their autonomy and they bear economic risks linked to their activity ' (Defourny and Nyssens 2008b, 5) . This approach aims to provide an 'ideal type' that 'can help anyone to locate the position of the observed entities relative to one another and […] to establish the boundaries of the set of organizations that he or she will consider as that of social enterprises ' (Defourny and Nyssens 2008b, 5) .
Common among most social entrepreneurship approaches is thus the centrality of commercial activity as a means to pursue social aims, the diversity of organizational vehicles and the innovative dynamics. However, the EMES approach also differs from other approaches in various ways (Defourny and Nyssens 2008a) .
First of all, the strong connections with the social and solidarity economy bring the emphasis on explicit rules limiting profit distribution and thus legal forms such as nonprofit or cooperative organizations. Unlike other approaches, EMES scholars consider that the primacy of social goals is better guaranteed by formal legal provisions than by the sole appraisal of managers or owners. This limits the eligibility of 'business' forms, few of which adopt such provisions. Another difference is the emphasis on democratic and participatory governance, in line with the principles of the social and solidarity economy. Democracy is generally implemented through the 'one member, one vote' principle (rather than 'one share, one vote') and participation means that different stakeholders concerned by the activity should have a voice (formal or at least informal) in organizational decision-making. Finally, unlike the 'earned income' school, EMES relies on empirical work to underline the diversity of resources raised by social enterprises on the market but also through public subsidies, The purpose here is not to advocate for the use of one or another term, but rather to show that the originality of fair trade organizations as both market players and development actors, and the diversity of forms through which this combination is expressed, fit particularly well into the concept of social enterprise. This is useful in order for fair trade researchers and practitioners to develop an umbrella organizational term enabling to look at who fair trade organizations are (not only what they do) and to build more bridges with similar initatives in other fields. The next section documents in more details how the different dimensions of social enterprise apply to fair trade organizations.
<a> Fair trade organizations as social enterprises
This section reviews a number of connections between the social enterprise approach (at its organizational level of analysis) and the structure and practices of fair trade organizations. To illustrate these connections, data and case examples are provided from a study on 57 fair trade organizations member of a local or national fair trade network in Belgium, France, Italy and the United Kingdom (Huybrechts 2010a; . This study examined the organizations' legal forms, governance structures, goals, activities and resources (more details in the original work). Based on these elements, different dimensions of social enterprise can be explored, five of which will be summarized here: 1) combination of commercial activity and social purpose; 2) diversity of organizational vehicles; 3) multi-stakeholder governance models; 4) resource plurality; and 5) societal change.
<b> A combination of commercial activity and social purpose At its heart, fair trade is about using market mechanisms to achieve social change and is thus a natural field for the development of social enterprises. This This is crucial to avoid examining fair trade in a vacuum or as a stand-alone sector whereas its principles and participants in fact share many common features with other movements or sectors populated by organizations using market mechanisms to address societal needs (i.e., social enterprises). Such neighbor initiatives typically include microfinance, in which social enterprises share similar challenges in terms of diversification of participants, 'mainstreaming' and ethical dilemmas (see for instance Hudon and Sandberg 2013) . But also many others such as integration of low-skilled workers, renewable energy, recycling, health, education, etc.
While it would be misleading to forget the specific history and challenges of each of these fields, this chapter argues that emphasizing the common features and challenges of social enterprises across these fields is useful in at least four ways. 
